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Introduction 
In Australia the field of HRD is ill-defined. In other countries there have been systematic 
attempts to define the competencies employed by and required of HRD practitioners, such 
as those developed by the American Society for Training and Development (Rothwell, 
Sanders & Soper, 1999).  But in Australia the absence of a strong professional body has 
contributed to a divergence of roles within the HRD function.  While some practitioners 
have moved away from more traditional training and development activities into a broader 
role which may include, for example, organisational development (Field, 2004) and career 
development, in other cases practitioners have become increasingly engaged with national 
vocational education and training (VET) system.  Engagement with the latter has served to 
narrow the focus of the HRD function within some enterprises, focusing it primarily on 
delivery of prescribed skills to individuals.  This narrowing arises from two factors: 
• Firstly, engagement with the national VET system entails delivery to workers of a 
prescribed choice of nationally recognised qualifications (or part-qualifications) that 
are included in eighty National Training Packages (Beven, 2004), and adherence to 
the rigid Australian Quality Training Framework (AQTF) which sets down 
standards that training providers must meet (Smith & Keating, 2003). Courses 
which attract government funding have additional accountability requirements. 
• Secondly, involvement with VET means that HRD practitioners, as part of AQTF 
compliance, must acquire a prescribed training qualification, the Certificate IV in 
Assessment & Workplace Training, which is of limited scope and has generally 
been poorly delivered (NAWT, 2001).  The Certificate is now being replaced by a 
new Certificate IV in Training and Assessment from the new Training Package in 
Training and Assessment (TAA) which is of higher quality but is likely, due to 
various implementation issues, to remain the victim of sub-standard delivery by 
some training providers. 
The Certificate IV qualification is utilised by teachers in further education colleges and 
private training providers (collectively known as Registered Training Organisations or 
RTOs). These far outnumber industry HRD practitioners, with an estimated 40,000 full-
time teachers employed by TAFE, the public provider (Guthrie, 2003), as well as many 
times that number of casual staff (the exact number is unknown), as well as trainers 
employed in 4000 private RTOs which are listed on the National Training Information 
Service database (www.ntis.gov.au). In the absence of defined HRD competencies and, 
indeed because of a lack of voice for training in industry compared with a rapidly growing 
VET sector, the Certificate IV is used as a base qualification for HRD staff even where 
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firms are not using accredited (known in Australia as ‘nationally recognised’) training.  
Thus, unless HRD staff enrol in university courses in HRD, normally offered by Faculties 
of Commerce rather than Faculties of Education where VET teacher-training qualifications 
are offered, the broader parts of HRD work are not part of the curriculum.  
The development of the new Training Package in Training and Assessment has served as 
one battleground for differing conceptions of the role of training practitioners in industry 
because it provided the opportunity to expand the qualification to cover more aspects of 
HRD work. This paper uses a variety of data sources to explore some of the differences 
between training in enterprises and training in training providers, and how the differences 
were treated in the development of the new Training Package. 
Background 
The Australian VET sector has grown considerably, to 1.7 million participants in 2003 
(NCVER, 2004) of a total Australian population of a little over 20 million.  Substantial 
changes in the system known as ‘training reforms’ over the past fifteen years (Smith & 
Keating, 2003) have improved national consistency of qualifications and made 
competency-based training the norm.  These changes have been accompanied by intensive 
‘marketing’ of VET qualifications to industry and considerable government investment in 
the system including funding for some work based delivery by enterprises (Smith, 
Pickersgill, Smith & Rushbrook, forthcoming) which have combined to privilege 
qualification-based training above other training offered in enterprises. Increasingly, 
companies are recruiting experts in VET to their HRD functions, because of their 
knowledge of the VET system and understanding of funding opportunities (Smith et al, 
forthcoming).  Enterprises (ie organisations that do not have training as their core business) 
are able to become RTOs.  They can deliver national qualifications and, if they wish, to 
compete for government funding for their training activities (Smith, Pickersgill, Smith & 
Rushbrook, forthcoming). Around 200 companies have become enterprise RTOs.   Other 
enterprises purchase qualification-based training from RTOs, as well as the normal range of 
non-qualification based training from non-accredited training providers, consultants and 
vendors. 
An overlap between VET and HRD in the area of the delivery of accredited training was 
noted by Smith & Smith (1998) (see Figure 1). At that time the area of overlap was fairly 
small and was confined to certain industry areas such as meat processing and vehicle 
assembly, but since 1998 the overlap has enlarged considerably so that major areas of work 
based qualification delivery are in industries that employ large sections of the working 
population such as retail, hospitality and cleaning.  Smith and Smith (1998: 5) argued that 
the Certificate IV in Assessment and Workplace Training qualification was ‘best 
understood as describing the work of those operating in this area of VET and HRD 
overlap’. 
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Figure 1: New field of accredited workplace training and applicability of Certificate 
IV qualification for trainers, 1998 (area of overlap) 
Adapted from Smith & Smith, 1998: 5 
 
A move to competency-based training (CBT) (Smith, 1999) has taken most of the last 
fifteen years and is still resisted in some sections of TAFE, the public provider.  CBT is 
now enshrined in publicly-available National Training Packages for each of eighty industry 
and occupational areas (Down, 2002). Training Packages, whose development is overseen 
and endorsed by the Australian National Training Authority (ANTA), consist of national 
units of competency, derived from consultations with industry, ‘packaged’ into 
qualifications, together with assessment guidelines.  Training Packages are similar to the 
UK system of National Vocational Qualifications (NVQs) (Fletcher, 1991).  As with  
NVQs, assessment assumes pre-eminence over teaching because the units of competency 
refer to learners’  competence to perform tasks not to learning processes. There is thus 
increasing opportunity for workers and students to gain part or complete qualifications 
through Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL) or Recognition of Current Competence 
(RCC). 
The Australian Quality Training Framework (AQTF) (ANTA, 2001) sets out requirements 
for teaching and assessing accredited VET qualifications.  Teachers are supposed to possess 
a Certificate IV in Assessment & Workplace Training (the ‘Cert IV’), although a ‘get-out’ 
clause allows those without these qualifications to teach ‘under the supervision’ of someone 
with the Certificate IV (ANTA, 2001).  This ‘get-out’ is more often invoked by TAFE than 
by smaller RTOs (Brennan & Smith, 2002: 14). Those assessing units of competency must 
at least possess that unit of competency (or equivalent) and also must hold the three 
assessment units of competency from the Cert IV ‘plan assessment’, ‘conduct assessment’ 
and ‘review assessment’. Through the AQTF the Cert IV has thus become enshrined in 
VET practice and any changes to the Cert IV have wide ramifications.  
Because of the industry requirement for VET practitioners to possess Cert IV, those 
universities that offer VET teacher-training and HRD qualifications have generally felt the 
need to embed Cert IV qualifications within their degree and graduate diploma courses in 
VET as well as offering clear credit transfer pathways. If they did not, their graduates 
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would be unable to practice as VET teachers or trainers. To award the Cert IV, universities 
need to partner with an RTO, either an external one or one attached to the university (Smith 
& Pickersgill, 2003) and are supposed to observe AQTF-compliant assessment processes. 
Certificate IV qualifications in training 
Because of the pivotal nature of the Cert IV qualification, this section discusses in detail its 
origins and recent revision. During the early 1990s, units of competency were developed 
for workplace training and assessing. The original Workplace Trainer units divided 
workplace trainers into two categories. ‘Category 1 trainers’ were those who occasionally 
undertook training tasks as part of their work. ‘Category 2 trainers’ had training as their 
main activity. The units for Category 2 trainers were, therefore, more rigorous and detailed 
than those for Category 1. A Certificate IV in Workplace Training1 was for Category 2 
trainers (NAWT, 2001). In addition, workplace assessor units of competency were 
developed in 1993.  Training for workplace assessors was aimed primarily at people who 
carried out assessment in the workplace, but was sometimes undertaken also by people who 
taught in VET institutions. 
In the second half of the 1990s, these units of competency on training and assessment were 
revised and gathered together into a Training Package, the Training Package in Assessment 
and Workplace Training.  This was endorsed in 1998. Although the title of the Package 
suggests that it is designed for people who work in a workplace rather than an institutional 
setting, the Cert IV became widely adopted in TAFE colleges and other RTOs even before 
the AQTF made the Cert IV a requirement for practice.  The Training Package also 
includes a Diploma qualification which has not been not widely used because of its 
restricted occupational applicability. The Cert IV contains eight units of competency and 
the list of competencies makes plain its limited nature: 
• Plan assessment 
• Conduct assessment 
• Review assessment 
• Train small groups 
• Plan and promote a training program 
• Plan a series of training sessions 
• Deliver training sessions 
• Review training 
                                                           
1
 In the eight-level Australian Qualifications Framework, a Certificate IV is equivalent to the old ‘Advanced 
Certificate’ and is one step up from a trade qualification such as plumbing or hairdressing. Within the VET 
sector, there are two higher-level qualifications: Diploma and Advanced Diploma. 
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Some serious shortcomings were identified with the Training Package itself, its delivery 
and its application (NAWT, 2001). As can be deduced from their titles, the units of 
competency are written in words that reflect the work of workplace trainers and not 
teachers in an RTO setting. But equally they present a very restricted picture of the 
activities involved in training and development in enterprises.  For example there is not 
even any mention of training needs analysis. Moreover, the Cert IV became especially 
notorious among Training Package qualifications for the poor quality of delivery. For 
example, a ‘strategic audit’ carried out by the Victorian State Training Authority (Bateman 
& Dyson, 2003) in fifteen private RTOs and one TAFE college made a number of worrying 
discoveries: 
• Despite the fact that the ‘nominal hours’ for the qualification are over 300, Cert IV 
delivery in Victorian RTOs ranged from 5-12 days down to two days in delivery modes 
where it was assumed that participants would gain a large amount of Recognition of 
Prior Learning (RPL) 
• Many RTOs depended heavily on the purchasable ‘support materials’ for the Training 
Package for delivery and assessment and did not produce their own material 
• The quality of assessment ‘was poor and often did not comply with the AQTF standards 
or the requirements of the Training Package’ (Bateman & Dyson, 2003:1) 
An evaluation of workplace assessor training in the Queensland mining industry similarly 
found ‘enormous variability in almost every factor associated with assessor training and 
implementation’ (Hase & Saenger, 2001). It is ironic that the qualification that prepares 
people to teach became generally viewed as the worst-taught qualification in the VET 
system. 
State TAFE systems, which employ teachers in TAFE colleges, were worried about the 
drop in teaching standards which could ensue if their teaching workforce came to consist 
predominantly of people with only a Cert IV.  But States were also concerned about 
keeping costs of teacher development down.    
The new Training and Assessment Training Package 
A review of the Training Package in Assessment and Workplace Training Package took 
place over a five year period from 1999 to 2004, managed by National Assessors and 
Workplace Trainers (NAWT), the national body overseeing trainer qualifications, which is 
part of the Business Services Industry Training Advisory Board (recently renamed 
Innovation and Business Skills Australia or IBSA).  Such a review is part of the normal 
process for Training Packages. The review involved wide-ranging and successive waves of 
consultation across Australia with stakeholders.  Over 900 people were involved in the 
consultations, which included 32 workshops (IBSA, 2005); many more people were 
involved through their peak bodies. The revised Training Package was endorsed by ANTA 
in late 2004, and has a new name, Training and Assessment, to reflect an increased 
emphasis upon teaching rather than assessment.   
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The new Certificate IV in Training and Assessment has 12 core units and two electives. 
The core units are: 
• Work effectively in VET 
• Foster and promote an inclusive learning culture 
• Ensure a healthy and safe learning environment 
• Use Training Packages to meet client needs 
• Design and develop learning programs 
• Plan and organise group-based delivery 
• Facilitate work-based learning 
• Facilitate individual learning 
• Plan and organise assessment 
• Assess competence 
• Develop assessment tools 
• Participate in assessment validation 
Major changes to the Training Package include the inclusion of more content relating to 
pedagogical processes, the restructuring of the Diploma-level qualification (which has not 
been widely utilised) so that there is a strand that relates to advanced teaching practice, and 
the introduction of a large number of new units relating to teaching issues such as e-
learning, facilitation and individual differences. The proposed revisions are likely to go 
some way to meeting shortcomings of the low level of the Package by stakeholders within 
the VET system, although some criticisms will remain.  There is little mechanism within 
the Training Package framework to address problems of poor quality delivery practices in 
the qualification itself; Training Packages cannot specify delivery contexts, only 
assessment contexts. There remains the problem that the Cert IV could be regarded as a 
sufficient (rather than base-level) qualification.  A further challenge will be transition 
arrangements, especially the natural wish for people with the current Cert IV (of whom 
there are a great number, estimated in the tens of thousands, although no precise figures are 
available) to upgrade to the new qualification.  Already, training providers are offering 
upgrading courses to be completed in one weekend
2
, although NAWT and State Training 
Authorities have recommended that candidates for the new Cert IV should be assessed on 
the whole of the new qualification not just the ‘gaps’. 
 
 
                                                           
2
 Advertisement from an RTO in Victoria sent to RTOs in New South Wales in March 2005. 
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Research method 
The paper draws on three data sources: 
• Meeting minutes and informal notes from meetings of the National Steering 
Committee for the review of the Training Package in Assessment & Workplace 
Training, gained through the author’s participation in the steering committee as a 
representative of AVTEC, the Australian VET Teacher Educators’ Colloquium. 
• Findings from an unpublished 2005 survey of employers of training staff, 
undertaken as part of the review of VET teacher training courses at Charles Sturt 
University, the largest provider of VET teacher training in Australia. Courses are 
offered by distance education and therefore the potential market is the whole of 
Australia. The survey was sent to every enterprise RTO in Australia (195) and every 
TAFE Institute (85) as well as to a number of community training providers; 
however responses were received only from enterprise RTOs and TAFE Institutes.  
The survey was sent to human resource managers in the enterprises and to Institute 
Directors in the case of TAFE Institutes. Response rates were low; about 9% for 
enterprise RTOs and 19% for TAFE Institutes and so the results are only indicative, 
but provide interesting insights into the differing requirements of enterprises from 
those of training providers It should be noted that as the survey was of enterprise 
RTOs they might be expected to have different views about the qualifications and 
attributes required of trainers compared with enterprises that are not engaged, or are 
engaged less, with the VET system. 
• One of two case studies carried out by the author as part of a research project on 
constructions of learners and learning in the delivery of the Cert IV, examining how 
people who are undergoing that form of teacher-training are taught to think about 
teaching and learning (Simons et al, forthcoming).  The study was funded by ANTA 
to provide data to feed into the changes that will occur as a result of the revision of 
the Cert IV.  The case study used in this article was carried out in New South Wales 
in late 2003 at Murrumbidgee College of Agriculture, a non-TAFE public provider. 
Case studies comprised interviews with two training staff and two learners that had 
recently completed, or had almost completed, the Cert IV.   
It should be understood that these data are not meant to represent a formal body of research 
but rather provide some pieces of evidence to support the arguments made in this paper. 
Findings from the review of the Training Package 
Competing interest groups are common in Training Package development and review, and 
this Package was particularly problematic because of its centrality to the VET system, and, 
since 2001 (when AQTF implementation was being prepared), NAWT and the national 
steering committee have needed to consider its links to the AQTF provisions about teaching 
and assessment qualifications. Many of the RTOs involved in consultations were deliverers 
of the Training Package qualifications rather than simply ‘users’ (in the sense of employing 
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‘graduates’ of the Package) and therefore had a natural wish to ensure that the new Cert IV 
qualification was not too different from the old one.  
A number of issues caused great difficulty with different stakeholder groups including 
• The qualification level and amount of training experience needed for ‘deliverers’ of 
the Cert IV itself; 
• The wish to ensure rigorous delivery and assessment while being constrained by 
rules about how prescriptive Training Packages are allowed to be; 
• The understanding that much delivery of the Cert IV would be in an institutional not 
a workplace setting; and 
• Pressure applied by those who believed that accredited training is essentially a 
assessment not a training activity and hence wanted the majority of units of 
competence to be related to assessment. 
Considerable pressure existed to ‘water down’ the qualification and make it less rigorous 
while at the same time most stakeholders paid lip service to the need to improve it. 
Resistance from one State (Victoria), which had developed its own Diploma in VET and 
implacably opposed the new Training Package at every meeting of the State Training 
Authority reference group, considerably delayed the final emergence of the new 
qualification.  While political manoeuvring is common in Training Package development, 
the fact that the States essentially employ (at one remove) the majority of VET teachers as 
well as being involved in approval of the Training Package made the process doubly 
difficult, as State inevitably had their own implementation issues in mind. 
The process of review of the Training Package seems to have suffered from a lack of 
awareness of the breadth of activities undertaken by HRD staff, and lack of interest in any 
activities not captured by accredited training.  At the second meeting of the national 
Steering Committee, in early 2000, a participant suggested that one of the first tasks of the 
committee and the development team was to set the boundaries of the Package so that 
potential users knew whether its qualifications were only for people involved with the VET 
system (ie delivering accredited training) or whether it was more broadly to cover the work 
of trainers.  This issue was never formally resolved but it soon became clear that the 
Package was primarily to serve the VET sector.  Many members of the Steering Committee 
were involved at senior levels in other development work at national level in the VET 
sector and their multitude of ‘hats’ contributed considerably to this outcome.  For example 
the Chair of the Steering Committee was a member of the AQTF committee; the AQTF 
includes, as discussed earlier, a provision specifically citing the Cert IV as necessary to 
deliver accredited training.  
Even in terms of membership of the Steering Committee, non-VET input was absent.  The 
enterprise representatives were all from companies that used accredited training; there was 
no representative from the Australian Institute for Training and Development or the 
Australian Human Resources Institute, and the representative from the Australian Institute 
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of Management (AIM) was a person involved with the RTO arm of the AIM which 
delivered the Cert IV, rather than a person with a more senior and broader role able to see 
the implications for member companies and their HRD staff. The only academic member of 
the committee represented VET teacher-trainers, not business schools offering HRD 
courses. 
An early, unpublished, paper produced by the NAWT development team (in 2002) showed 
very limited awareness of HRD work.  It said that ‘our research has shown training staff 
carry out a range of other duties and functions as part of their jobs.   The main areas of 
relevance include administration, records management, finance, IT and human resources.’ 
The paper went on to say ‘These are all areas that are amply covered by competency 
development in other Training Packages.’ While competencies in these areas do exist in 
other qualifications, there is a lack of awareness in such statements about other, quite 
central, areas of HRD work. A unit on ‘organisational training needs analysis’, for example, 
a fundamental part of HRD work, appears only in the Diploma not the Cert IV, and then 
only as an elective. Yet the need for inclusion of such a unit was raised at one of the early 
Steering Committee meetings, as was the need for a unit or part of unit that related the 
training function in an organisation to business strategies and processes. Other Diploma 
level units relate primarily to advanced teaching strategies, e-learning or to managing 
accredited training within an organisation. Other major HRD activities such as 
organisational development, career development, coaching and issues relating to 
knowledge management and organisational change, normally seen as at least partly the 
province of HRD (Rothwell, Sanders & Soper, 1999), are nowhere to be seen in the 
Training Package. Some are included in other Training Packages such as Community 
Services and Public Service, in higher level qualifications, with an implication that they are 
the province of line managers rather than training professionals. 
Even the industry representatives involved were not altogether happy with the outcome. As 
mentioned above, the new Cert IV includes much more pedagogical content, and for this 
very reason met resistance from many industry trainers and their representatives, and from 
post-training reform CBT enthusiasts.  Industry representatives involved with the review 
sometimes saw little problem with the low level and restricted nature of the existing Cert 
IV; their needs were quite different from the TAFE system and private RTOs.  Their 
interest was in having a qualification for their workplace trainers that gave them some basic 
training skills and enabled them to retain their RTO status.  One Steering Committee 
member from the emergency services industry said at a meeting, ‘All my trainers need to be 
able to do is ‘monkey see, monkey do.’  In a paper submitted to the subsequent meeting he 
rephrased this rather more formally as ‘the trainer or assessor operates in a highly 
structured system, where they (sic) are supported with high quality resources and 
networks.’ In the early stages of the Training Package review, an additional Certificate III 
level qualification was proposed for this type of role.  This was to be ‘quarantined’ for use 
only in industry settings and was designed to be used by trainers working closely under the 
supervision of someone with a Certificate IV.  However, the Cert III was rejected by 
stakeholders; while the reasons for rejection were not made clear, it was commonly 
believed that State Education Departments rejected the idea for fear that a Cert III would 
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become the new ‘lowest common denominator’.  All that remains of the proposed Cert III 
are two ‘free floating’ units of competency ‘Provide training through instruction and 
demonstration of work skills’ and ‘Contribute to assessment’ which can be incorporated 
into other qualifications. 
Findings from the survey of enterprise RTOs and TAFE Institutes 
The survey was designed to gain feedback on skills and knowledge required of VET and 
training staff and consisted of 26 questions.  Some questions asked specifically about 
course content and delivery issues for the university’s VET teacher-training courses but this 
discussion will be confined to the more general questions asking about the importance of 
various areas of expertise. The enterprises and TAFE Institutes were asked about 16 areas 
of knowledge that VET teachers/trainers should be taught in a degree course, and there 
were some clear differences between the two types of respondent (Table 1). (Areas of 
expertise that attracted higher than 75% ‘strongly agree’ from respondents overall are 
marked with an asterisk in the table.) 
Table 1: Differences in employer responses on the skills and knowledge needed by their 
training staff 
Skills and knowledge that 
enterprises viewed as more 
important 
Viewed as of equal 
importance by enterprises 
and TAFE 
Skills and knowledge that 
TAFE viewed as more 
important 
Taking responsibility for own 
professional development as 
trainers 
Competency based training and 
Training Packages * 
Adult learning* 
Training delivery skills* 
Assessment* 
Report writing skills 
Funding arrangements and 
regulations 
Understanding of workplaces 
and work organisation 
VET policy 
Adolescent learning 
Design and managing training 
programs 
Evaluation 
Lifelong learning awareness 
Analytical and critical thinking 
Academic writing skills 
Consulting and marketing 
skills 
 
In interpreting this table it needs to be noted that in general TAFE Institutes were more 
likely in general to regard all skills and knowledge as important or very important that 
enterprises were. But the table does provide an indication of where the major differences 
fall – that TAFE Institutes in general seemed to want their trainers to have a broader 
contextual and theoretical understanding of the training field, as well as more practical 
skills in understanding the funding market.   
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A qualitative question about additional skills and knowledge that graduates of a VET 
teacher training program should possess raised some interesting responses from the 
enterprises. Some responses were: 
• Trainers need to have clear understanding of what to expect in the workplace 
versus school education 
• Enterprise RTO staff need to understand that it’s (ie training’s) not the main 
function of the business 
• Workplaces need flexible delivery 
• Need to be able to tailor training to the workplace 
TAFE respondents were more likely to ask for skills relating to training delivery and 
planning, awareness of equity groups, and policy issues. 
Responses to a question about the need for inclusion of a ‘practicum’ component in an 
enterprise as well as an RTO gave additional insight into the special circumstances of 
enterprises as opposed to TAFE Institutes or other RTOs: 
• Yes, it draws attention to the complexities and challenges of training delivery in an 
organisation 
• Yes, both provide a different setting and have different constraints in teaching and 
exposure 
• Enterprise settings can create a more challenging educational setting with 
numerous stakeholders and agendas 
• Graduates will need to be able to think on their feet within an enterprise 
It should be noted that TAFE Institutes also thought it was important for participants in the 
course to have enterprise experience. 
The major point of difference between the two types of training environment emerged in 
answers to a question about the value of a degree qualification in training above the Cert 
IV. TAFE Institutes on the whole preferred their training staff to have a degree; while some 
acknowledged that a Cert IV and VET-sector Diploma had some value, some were quite 
derogatory about a Cert IV (one described it as ‘a waste of time’).  Enterprises on the other 
hand were almost evenly split between those whose comments supported the Cert IV as 
being sufficient, along with practical experience, and those who preferred a degree 
qualification. One enterprise even said, ‘We prefer our leaders to have post grad 
qualifications in either VET or business’ while in contrast another said, ‘At the end of the 
day I need part-time trainers that are performing the (training) role as other duties allow.’ 
These findings are not conclusive but indicate that, at least for enterprise RTOs, companies 
are less interested than training providers in their staff having higher-order teaching skills, 
writing and critical thinking skills, knowledge of learning theory, and degree level 
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qualifications.  They are more interested in trainers understanding the constraints and 
multiple stakeholders that need to be acknowledged in training in workplace settings. 
However there are considerable differences among enterprises in this respect. 
Findings from the case study 
Although the Cert IV was delivered in an off the job setting by a training provider, the 
Murrumbidgee College, the ‘learners’ were mostly trainers from industry and therefore the 
case studies provided an insight into the applicability of the qualification for industry 
trainers.  The Cert IV was delivered mainly to professional officers working within the 
New South Wales Department of Agriculture. These officers generally had some sort of 
education role either within the department or more commonly worked with farming or 
food processing enterprises.  In addition the Cert IV was delivered to external clients, either 
as individuals or through their workplaces.  Such clients were also generally associated 
with the agriculture and food industries.  
The way in which the Cert IV was conceived and taught at Murrumbidgee College had its 
‘end users’ very much in mind, ie those who would be learning from the learners enrolled 
in the Cert IV.   One of the learners that was interviewed was an external client who 
worked part-time as a training officer in a wool-processing plant.  She referred to the shop 
floor workers whom she trained: 
Guys on the floor, when we’ve got them in the class room and you can see 
that they start to tense up…    
Although she worked in the training sector only part-time and at a fairly low level, she was 
well aware of the proposed changes to the Cert IV. Some of her shop-floor workers 
undertook the assessment units and the ‘Train small groups’ unit. She had grave concerns 
about the enhancement of the Cert IV, because  
 
My first remark was “what’s it going to do for the guys that are out on the 
floor?” It’s going to make it very difficult to undertake the subject with ease. 
They’re going to baulk at it and say “we don’t know what to do with it”.  That 
was the first impression I had when I heard that everything was getting ‘souped 
up’, so to speak.  Because to me it was starting to take the training from where 
it should be, just out on the shop floor, and it was bringing it out of there. 
The staff at Murrumbidgee College involved in the delivery of the Cert IV were also keen 
to discuss the proposed changes to the Cert IV.  One of the trainers said 
I voiced my concerns at the very start (of the Training Package review). I went to a 
meeting about it and I was basically laughed at.  (But) a couple of people came up to me 
from the rural sector and said, “I agree with you.  It’s going too academic.”  I don’t 
think the rural community is going to wear it… We might slip back into just giving them 
the information they need rather than going for this qualification.   
The concern of these teachers and this learner in the Cert IV that the revised Cert IV was 
too ‘souped up’ and ‘academic’ clearly supports the views of industry representatives 
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involved in the review of the Training Package that a more pedagogically-focused Cert IV 
would not necessarily be appropriate for use in enterprise settings.   
Discussion and conclusion 
Compared with fifteen years ago, VET is much more likely to be delivered in the 
workplace and is more likely to be focused on assessment rather than on teaching.  These 
developments are likely to accelerate as the take-up of Training Packages by enterprises 
increases. Alongside the expansion of accredited training in the workplace has come the 
reconfiguring of the base level qualification for VET teachers and trainers, the Certificate 
IV in Training and Assessment, so that the qualification now describes quite well the work 
of VET teachers in institutional settings (ie in TAFE and other RTOs) as well as of trainers 
delivering accredited training in the workplace.  Figure 2 provides a visual representation of 
these two changes: ie the greater overlap of HRD and VET, and the wider applicability of 
the Certificate IV in Training and Assessment. 
            
HRD
Accredited workplace training
VET
 
 
 
Figure 2: Expansion of accredited workplace training and applicability of Certificate 
IV qualification for trainers, 2005 (shaded area) 
 
As has been described above, the better fit of the Cert IV with VET teachers in TAFE and 
other RTOs has been resisted by enterprise stakeholders who use on the job trainers and 
assessors to deliver low level qualifications in a mass manner to their workforces.  While 
these stakeholders are happy with the general thrust of the Training Package, ie its focus on 
accredited training, they feel that the Certificate IV qualification is now at too high a level 
for their workplace trainers and assessors.  The concerns expressed in the Murrumbidgee 
College case study reflect a training function that delivers operator training both to and by 
staff who are generally not well-educated. This vision of industry training sits within the 
‘overlap’ area of Figures 1 and 2. 
 
Moreover, the view of industry training accepted in the VET sector is not necessarily one 
that would be recognised by many HRD practitioners. The revision of the workplace 
training qualifications was hi-jacked by the VET sector at the expense of HRD interests. An 
argument would not be sustainable, however, that this hi-jacking was in any way deliberate, 
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and the important question, therefore, is why HRD practitioners did not demand a role in 
the Training Package review. The battle over trainer qualifications between HRD and VET 
was therefore a process of attrition rather than a staged encounter.  The staged battle took 
place within the VET sector and was primarily a battle between the States and this battle 
consumed much of the available energy. The net result for HRD is that industry has ended 
up with a qualification that was designed ‘for’ industry  trainers by those who know little 
about the operation of enterprises. 
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